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NEPA, pertinent information regarding
the possible environmental impacts of
a particular project is necessary; there-
fore, Form CSREES–1234, ‘‘NEPA Ex-
clusions Form,’’ust be included in the
proposal indicating whether the appli-
cant is of the opinion that the project
falls within a categorical exclusion and
the reasons therefor. If it is the appli-
cant’s opinion that the proposed
project falls within the categorical ex-
clusions, the specific exclusion must be
identified. Form CSREES–1234 and any
supporting documentation should be
placed at the end of the proposal and
identified in the Table of Contents.

(2) Exceptions to categorical exclusions.
Even though a project may fall within
the categorical exclusions, CSREES
may determine that an Environmental
Assessment or an Environmental Im-
pact Statement is necessary for an ac-
tivity, if substantial controversy on
environmental grounds exists or if
other extraordinary conditions or cir-
cumstances are present which may
cause such activity to have a signifi-
cant environmental effect.

Subpart F—Review and Evaluation
of a Research Proposal

§ 3406.19 Proposal review—research.

The proposal evaluation process in-
cludes both internal staff review and
merit evaluation by peer review panels
comprised of scientists, educators,
business representatives, and Govern-
ment officials who are highly qualified
to render expert advice in the areas
supported. Peer review panels will be
selected and structured to provide opti-
mum expertise and objective judgment
in the evaluation of proposals.

§ 3406.20 Evaluation criteria for re-
search proposals.

The maximum score a research pro-
posal can receive is 150 points. Unless
otherwise stated in the annual solicita-
tion published in the FEDERAL REG-
ISTER, the peer review panel will con-
sider the following criteria and weights
to evaluate proposals submitted:

Evaluation criterion Weight

(a) Significance of the problem:
This criterion is used to assess the likelihood that the project will advance or have a substantial impact

upon the body of knowledge constituting the natural and social sciences undergirding the agricultural,
natural resources, and food systems.

(1) Impact—Is the problem or opportunity to be addressed by the proposed project clearly identi-
fied, outlined, and delineated? Are research questions or hypotheses precisely stated? Is the
project likely to further advance food and agricultural research and knowledge? Does the project
have potential for augmenting the food and agricultural scientific knowledge base? Does the
project address a State, regional, national, or international problem(s)? Will the benefits to be de-
rived from the project transcend the applicant institution or the grant period?

15 points.

(2) Continuation plans—Are there plans for continuation or expansion of the project beyond USDA
support? Are there plans for continuing this line of research or research support activity with the
use of institutional funds after the end of the grant? Are there indications of external, non-Federal
support? Are there realistic plans for making the project self-supporting? What is the potential for
royalty or patent income, technology transfer or university-business enterprises? What are the
probabilities of the proposed activity or line of inquiry being pursued by researchers at other insti-
tutions?

10 points.

(3) Innovation—Are significant aspects of the project based on an innovative or a non-traditional
approach? Does the project reflect creative thinking? To what degree does the venture reflect a
unique approach that is new to the applicant institution or new to the entire field of study?

10 points.

(4) Products and results—Are the expected products and results of the project clearly outlined and
likely to be of high quality? Will project results be of an unusual or unique nature? Will the project
contribute to a better understanding of or an improvement in the quality, distribution, or effective-
ness of the Nation’s food and agricultural scientific and professional expertise base, such as in-
creasing the participation of women and minorities?

15 points.

(b) Overall approach and cooperative linkages:
This criterion relates to the soundness of the proposed approach and the quality of the partnerships

likely to evolve as a result of the project.
(1) Proposed approach—Do the objectives and plan of operation appear to be sound and appro-

priate relative to the proposed initiative(s) and the impact anticipated? Is the proposed sequence
of work appropriate? Does the proposed approach reflect sound knowledge of current theory and
practice and awareness of previous or ongoing related research? If the proposed project is a
continuation of a current line of study or currently funded project, does the proposal include suffi-
cient preliminary data from the previous research or research support activity? Does the pro-
posed project flow logically from the findings of the previous stage of study? Are the procedures
scientifically and managerially sound? Are potential pitfalls and limitations clearly identified? Are
contingency plans delineated? Does the timetable appear to be readily achievable?

5 points.
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